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PER CURI AM

Gary Keller, Honmer MIller, Keith Sansom and Curtis Wods,
former enpl oyees of CSX Transportation, Inc., filed this action
agai nst their exclusive collective bargaining representatives, the
I nternational Association of Machini sts and Aerospace Wrkers and
its | ocal subdivision, District Lodge No. 19, for breach of their
duty of fair representation. The plaintiffs chall enged the union's
handl i ng of both CSX s buyout offer, which was made i n connection
with their [ayoffs by CSX, and the plaintiffs' protective benefits
cl ai ns.

After the district court dism ssed the clains against the
International Associationfor plaintiffs' failureto effect service
of process in conpliance with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(nm,
it granted District Lodge No. 19's notion for summary judgnent.
The court concluded that the plaintiffs' clainms concerning the
union's failure to accept or ot herw se pursue CSX' s buyout offer in
1988 were barred by the applicable statute of limtations. And on
the nerits of the plaintiffs' challenge to the union's handling of
their protective benefits clains, the court ruled as a matter of
| aw t hat t he uni on had acted reasonably in Iight of earlier adverse
arbitration decisions involving simlar clains.

We have careful |y considered the record, briefs, and argunents
of counsel and, based on the sound reasoning in the district

court's witten decision, see Keller v. District Lodge No. 19,




Int'l Ass'n of Machini sts and Aerospace Wrkers, Cvil Action No.

94-137 (S.D. W Va. April 18, 1995), we affirm

AFFlI RVED



